are two distinct matters at issue, while here we deal with a 
single matter at issue [that is, a single negative 
commandment]. [Yohanan may also hold that just as one 
cannot impose both flogging and a monetary penalty for the 
violation of a single negative commandment, so here the 
same may be said as to flogging and extirpation. | 


[T] What follows is pertinent only at the locus classicus, Y. 
Ket. 3:1:] In the view of R. Simeon b. Lagish, what is 
the difference between the opinion of these Tannaite 
authorities and those rabbis? 


[U] It concerns violation of negative commandments when 
there is no consideration of extirpation. 


[V] R. Yudan said, “He who has sexual relations with a 
mamzer-girl is at issue between them.” 


[W] R. Hanina said, “Also he who kindles the standing 
crop of his fellow on a festival day is at issue between 
them.” 


[X] In the view of these Tannaite authorities, since there is 
no penalty of extirpation, the felon has to pay monetary 
compensation. 


[Y] In the opinion of those rabbis since there is a flogging, 
he does not pay monetary compensation. 


[Z] If that is the case, then the law, these are girls 
through whom a fine is incurred [M. Ker. 3:1A] 
cannot accord with the view of rabbis. 


[AA] Said R. Mattenaiah, “Interpret the teaching to 
accord with the opinion of all parties. The Mishnah 
speaks of a mamzer-boy who had sexual relations 
with a mamzer-girl.” 


[BB] And as to the sister of his brother but not his 
levirate wife? 


[CC] Said R. Mattenaiah, “Interpret the law to speak of 
a case in which his brother had children, and he 
betrothed a woman and died, and his surviving 
brother came along and raped her.” 


